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Abstract

Under the auspices of the ‘war against terrorism’, New Labour’s period of political governance
in the UK was characterized by an activist, pre-emptive approach to (inter)national security. This
approach was domestically embedded in specific counter-terrorism measures such as extensions
to detention without charge, the expansion of stop and search measures and the deployment of
control orders. Situated in this context, this article analyses the reflections of a group of young
British Pakistani Muslims living in the north-west of England. First, we detail the process of risk
subjectification through which institutional labelling narrowly defines Muslims as threatening and
dangerous. Second, we consider the consolidation of practices of self-surveillance through which
young Muslims seek to protect themselves and deflect stigmatization. In conclusion, we suggest
that counter-terrorism policies have succeeded in reproducing a state of partial securities in and
through which certain groups are protected and ‘others’ exposed to scrutiny and hostility.
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384 Sociology 47(2)

Introduction

The bulk of sociological research undertaken since 9/11 suggests that Muslim minority
groups have been subjected to a decade of hostility which has manifested itself in dif-
fuse ways, from a rise in Islamophobic attitudes (Allen, 2010; Meer et al., 2010;
Poynting and Mason, 2007) to media stereotyping (Moore et al., 2008; Whitaker, 2002),
racially motivated violence (Allen and Nielsen, 2002; Frost, 2008) and indiscriminate
counter-terrorism policing (Lambert, 2008; Mythen, 2011). Although ethnic minorities
in Britain have long lived with the consequences of institutional racism, after 9/11,
Muslim minority groups were pervasively constructed by sections of the media, the
judiciary and senior politicians as problematic and risky ‘others’. Following the 7/7
bombings, this process of stigmatization accelerated still further, impacting heavily on
young Muslims. As four of the men that committed the 7/7 attacks were British-born
Pakistanis,! this demographic group in particular has been regarded in media and intel-
ligence circles as the ‘enemy within’ (see Chalk, 2004; Evans, 2007). Despite the pre-
sent legislative interregnum that has followed a change in government, ‘home-grown’
terrorism remains a political priority: ‘the biggest threat that we face comes from terror-
ist attacks, some of which are, sadly, carried out by our own citizens’ (Cameron, 2011).
In statements such as these, a great deal remains assumed about the scale of the terrorist
risk and the extent of violent extremism. Although a considerable amount of attention
has been devoted to exploring the issue of identity amongst British Muslims in recent
years (see Hussain and Bagguley, 2005; Modood, 2002; Ramji, 2007), there remains a
paucity of empirical research that has engaged with the perspectives of young British
Muslims in the specific areas of government security policies and counter-terrorism
policing (see Thiel, 2009: 53). Responding to such a lacuna, this article draws upon the
findings of a qualitative research inquiry which sought to elicit the views of young
British Pakistani Muslims living in the north-west of England.? In this article, our prime
objective is to shed light on some of the micro-social effects of the introduction of
counter-terrorism policies and the extension of pre-emptive policing practices on the
outlooks, values and behaviour of participants in the study. Driven by data gathered in
focus group discussions, we outline two significant processes that have emerged for
participants during a period of unparalleled securitization around terrorism. First, we
detail the process of risk subjectification through which young Muslims are labelled as
dangerous and exposed to intensified modes of regulation. Second, we account for the
development of modes of self surveillance and expressive restriction amongst this
group. While the formal ambition of state counter-terrorism policies is to enhance the
collective safety of citizens, it will be demonstrated that, in practice, a climate of inse-
curity has emerged for law-abiding individuals from communities defined as risky (see
also Valverde, 2011). Insofar as we would acknowledge that the UK remains at threat
from a terrorist attack — and that it is the duty of government to develop proportionate
measures in the light of this threat — our findings indicate a positional shift in security
management from universal guarantees of safety to the sectoral defence of rights and
freedoms. Fully worked through, this shift is suggestive of a state of partial security in
and through which certain ethnic groups are kept safe and ‘others’ are treated as objects
of suspicion who can lawfully be subjected to intensified surveillance. Before
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Mythen et al. 385

presenting our findings, and by way of contextualizing the data, we discuss the salience
of the discourse of ‘new terrorism’ which has been reproduced in both media and politi-
cal debates post 9/11.

‘New Terrorism’: Discourse, Regulation and Pre-emption

Whilst there has been a tendency in the political realm to overplay the historical signifi-
cance of the terrorist attacks in the United States, 9/11 has undoubtedly served as an
inflection point so far as the governance of national security in western nations is con-
cerned. The idea that the sheer scale of the 9/11 attacks necessitated a ‘radical transfor-
mation’ of security practices has assumed common currency in political circles (see
National Security Strategy, 2010: 3). In the UK, Tony Blair’s post 7/7 assertion that ‘the
rules of the game are changing’3 served as the harbinger for an extensive programme of
domestic securitization coupled to international military interventions, mobilized under
the banner of the ‘war against terrorism’. Fighting this ‘new type of war’# involved
championing an activist approach to security and instigating a palette of policies of pre-
emption (McCulloch and Pickering, 2010; Zedner, 2009). To this end, the ‘failure of
imagination’ within US security and intelligence services reported by the 9/11
Commission (United States Government, 2004) undoubtedly acted as a catalyst for a
shifting calculus of risk which favours early intervention to prevent potential harms
(Mythen and Walklate, 2008). As the UK Government’s National Security Strategy
(2010: 5) declares:

... we are going to place much more emphasis on spotting emerging risks and dealing with
them before they become crises ... our intelligence agencies have their crucial part to play in
detecting threats and preventing them from turning into carnage on our streets.

Insofar as this statement might be interpreted as a signal of future intent, western govern-
ments have already been heavily bound up with developing horizon-scanning practices
toward possible security risks through large-scale programmes of surveillance, critical
incident planning and emergency simulation exercises (Amoore and De Goede, 2008:
11; Mythen and Walklate, 2010b). Although the ‘pre-emptive turn’ has materialized in
various forms in the UK, it is most palpably embedded in specific counter-terrorism
measures such as control orders, detention without charge and the expansion of stop and
search powers.

Before we turn to examine some of the consequences of government security poli-
cies, it is worth excavating the latent understandings of terrorism that have under-
scored these pre-emptive interventions. Underpinning the raft of counter-terrorism
strategies implemented by New Labour lay the firm conviction that the nature and the
scale of the terrorist threat had fundamentally changed. Shadowing and informing this
belief, the attacks of 9/11 and the suicide bombings committed on transport networks
in Madrid and London have been defined in the security studies literature as manifesta-
tions of a new type of ‘high-lethality’ terrorism that seeks to cause mass casualties and
deliberately targets civilians (Lesser et al., 2002).5 The ‘new terrorism’ associated with
radical Islamist groups charged with such attacks is said to differ in substance from
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386 Sociology 47(2)

‘traditional’ forms of terrorism (Laquer, 2000; Neumann, 2009). While traditional ter-
rorist organizations including ETA and the IRA are characterized as being exercised
by conflicts within specific nations, the battleground for new terrorist groups is
global, with networks such Al Qaeda and Jemaah Islamiyah presenting a generalized
threat. Although radical Islamist groups may have diffuse political aims, they are
united in their demands for western governments to desist in political and economic
involvement in predominantly Muslim nations. Post 9/11 the idea of ‘new terrorism’
became omnipresent in the language of political leaders such as George W. Bush and
Tony Blair, serving as a rationale for broader geopolitical and strategic international
objectives. Most notably, the invasion of Afghanistan was sanctioned on the grounds
that the Taliban may provide a ‘safe haven’ for Al Qaeda, and the war against Iraq
was operationalized under the mistaken assumption that Saddam Hussein had devel-
oped weapons of mass destruction and had formed strategic connections with Osama
bin Laden. As a consequence of the ruinous military occupations of Afghanistan and
Iraq, the ‘war against terrorism’ has now been scrubbed from the British party politi-
cal lexicon. However, a sustained commitment to the idea of ‘new terrorism’ remains
embedded in governmental understandings of political violence and influences the
kinds of things that are sayable and doable about terrorism (Spencer, 2010). As
Jackson (2005: 9) rightly observes, ‘the language of counter-terrorism incorporates
a series of assumptions, beliefs and knowledge about the nature of terrorism and ter-
rorists. These beliefs then determine what kinds of counter-terrorism practices are
reasonable or unreasonable.” As we illustrate, the domestic interventions of the
British state have reproduced largely deleterious consequences for young British
Pakistanis and led to a deterioration in trust relations between the police and Muslim
communities. Setting aside what are otherwise important questions about the legiti-
macy and the effectiveness of counter-terrorism measures introduced by New Labour,
we focus on the social ramifications of discourses and practices that have generically
defined Muslims as risky subjects.

The study detailed here involved young British Pakistani Muslims aged between 18
and 26, living in the north-west of England. The project comprised four focus groups
followed by subsequent in-depth interviews. The participants were divided equally by
sex and accessed through extant contacts within local communities.® The research design
was oriented toward three interconnecting strands of inquiry, around media representa-
tions of Muslims, notions of self-identity and national security policies. Here we concen-
trate our attention on the latter strand, primarily relating findings regarding the impacts
and effects of counter-terrorism legislation. The research questions within this strand of
the inquiry were broken down into subset questions designed to facilitate free discussion
within focus groups. Post-completion, digitally recorded information was transcribed
and imported using NVivo software. While the small scale of the study and the specific
age and ethnicity of participants mean that the findings cannot be either generalized
across the British Muslim Pakistani population or extrapolated to Muslim minority
groups more broadly, they serve to highlight underlying problems with the state’s
approach to counter-terrorism regulation (see also Pantazis and Pemberton, 2009; Spalek,
2010; Vertigans, 2010) and raise wider questions about the constitution and social distri-
bution of ‘security’.
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Mythen et al. 387

Risk Subjectification: Feeling Suspected, Being Surveyed

In order to explore the ways in which counter-terrorism legislation may have affected
perceptions of government and individual behaviours we asked participants in the study
a series of open questions. During the course of conversations, feelings of uncertainty
and anxiety about counter-terrorism measures were relayed:

Facilitator: ~ What knowledge do you have of counter-terrorism legislation?

Aafreen: They can stop and search you whenever they want. When I heard about Forest
Gate ... I mean it feels like they can bully us and we’ve got no rights, do you
know what I mean? I mean if we get stopped and searched for nothing what can
we do about it? If we get held for 28 days who is going to compensate us? We
are being put into a really tight spot, without any kind of laws to protect us.

Asad: The 28-day law is being changed to 90 days. Imagine that. They’ll be able to
take us in for three months without any reason. Imagine if it was me and the
intelligence was as good as the information for the Forest Gate raid? That’s it.
Three months for nothing. For bad information. Muslims have got it bad.”

Zaf: As far as policy goes, it’s supposed to be pre-emptive. Basically means they can
pretend they’ve got information to do what they want. So at home they can lock
you up for three months and in the Middle East you can have pre-emptive strikes
because there are imaginary weapons of mass destruction. Muslims just can’t
win. It’s a complete attack on so many levels; you may as well give in. Pre-
emptive means that they don’t have to prove that you are guilty. So it’s guilty
until proven innocent for Muslims. Now if you think of it like that, it shows that
we don’t even have the same rights as anyone else. Everyone else is innocent
until proven guilty.

This discursive snapshot reflects the debates that took place across the focus groups, with
a widespread perception being articulated that Muslims were being unfairly targeted by
counter-terrorism legislation. The Forest Gate® incident referred to by Aafreen and Asad
was frequently used as a sign that the common liberties promised by the justice system
had effectively been suspended for Muslims. Whereas Aafreen flags up the troubling
implications of pre-emptive modes of counter-terrorism for the civil rights of British
Muslims, Zaf’s assertion that pre-emptive measures mean ‘they don’t have to prove that
you are guilty’ is an observation which has been taken up by critical legal scholars and
human rights organizations. In effect, measures such as detention without charge under-
mine the ancient right of habeus corpus through which the freedom of the individual is
protected against the arbitrary actions of the State (Zedner, 2008).

In as much as the pre-emptive security agenda being pursued by the British govern-
ment was highlighted as a cause for concern, this led to debates about the way in which
negative assumptions were being made about the general behaviour of Muslims without
recourse to evidence. To this end, many participants believed that Muslims were being
over-surveyed and unjustly defined in the media as a threat to national security. Of
course, prior to the contemporary trend of associating Islam with terrorism, Muslims
have long been constructed as a ‘folk devil” in the media, being connected to problems
of domestic violence, urban unrest, immigration and social welfare (see Mirza, 2007,
Poole and Richardson, 2006; Saeed, 2007). In addition to articulating feelings of
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frustration about media stereotypes of Muslims, participants such as Qasim and Mansoor

expressed irritation about perpetually being expected to account for the actions of an
extreme minority motivated to use violence:

They ignore any of the positive things that Muslims contribute and always focus on the
negatives that, at the end of the day, only a small minority of Muslims are involved with. So
why hold all Muslims responsible? In any religion there are fringe elements who hold extreme
views; those who distort its teachings to justify whatever they want it to. No one blamed
Catholics for what happened with the IRA, so why are we made responsible for what’s
happened? (Qasim)

What’s it got to do with me? I didn’t detonate any bombs. I’ve not told anyone to do such

things. What happened had nothing to do with Islam, so why are all Muslims expected to prove
their innocence? (Mansoor)

The general consensus amongst participants was that Muslims had been generically
defined as ‘risky’ in the media and political circles. Furthermore, the predominantly
negative image of Muslims was seen to connect to increased scrutiny in the public
sphere, with respondents feeling as though their actions were being constantly observed
for signs of dangerousness. Several participants offered testimonies of being closely
monitored by private security guards and being challenged about their religious views by
members of the public, while others recounted particular sites where the surveillant gaze
was concentrated:

Zain: When I’m travelling on public transport I feel there’s been a lot of discrimination
which possibly might not have taken place on such a level prior to 7/7 and 9/11.
Because I like to identify myself by dressing in a traditional Muslim manner I feel
I’'m more likely to be targeted. So the government and the police could do more to
protect Muslims if they wanted, they just don’t want to.

Shazia:  We see it at the airports. It’s the people with the long beards, wearing the traditional
Asian or Middle Eastern clothing that get the ‘random’ search.

Saif: That’s right. If I were to go to an airport now I could almost guarantee I’d be stopped.
It’s like my older brother who dresses similar to me, he works in television so he’s
in and out the country all the time and he gets stopped a lot and they are allegedly
random searches. I mean eight out of ten is not random.

Although it might be argued that bolstering security procedures at sites vulnerable to
terrorist attacks is a logical and reasonable strategy, the extent of screening proce-
dures and the frequency with which people of Asian heritage have been targeted is
worrisome (Mythen and Walklate, 2010a: 54; Salter, 2008: 245). Stretching beyond
the issue of airport security, measures initially initiated in potentially vulnerable loca-
tions appear to have become dispersed. As Zedner (2009: 149) posits: ‘the excep-
tional security measures once thought necessary only in zones of highest risk (like
airports and borders) have spilled over into ordinary life and ordinary places’. Insofar
as the sites in which the surveillant gaze settles on Muslims are manifold, for the
young Pakistani males in the study, the experience of direct intervention by the police
was a further hindrance:
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Mythen et al. 389

Can I just give a personal experience, yeah? Going into college I was stopped and searched.
That was for no reason whatsoever other than that I’'m a Muslim. It makes you... uhm ..
obviously I’ve nothing to hide, I've nothing to fear. I answered all the questions they asked me
because there was no reason for me not to. But it does kind of make you feel a little bit, you
know ... even though I’m not scared of the police, every time you see them now you think:
‘shit’. You just try and put your head down and walk on because you know that they’re looking
at you. And nine times out of ten they are looking. When they stop you they look through your
bag and ask what you’ve got. People are walking by and watching it and then you’re standing
at the bus stop with that person or getting on the train with them. (Ameen)

I got stopped in Manchester once. It was around that whole 9/11 thing. My brother got stopped
three times in one day. In one day. Just for random stop and search. In the end he completely
lost the plot with the coppers and they threatened to put him in a cell so he had to calm down.
Three times in one day! (Abid)

As Abid’s comments illustrate, the targeted application of stop and search measures has
serious implications for young Pakistani males, affecting their freedom of movement and
leading to annoyance amongst those subjected to them. Indeed, the Metropolitan Police
Service (2009) have publically acknowledged that stop searches conducted without
grounds for suspicion have caused apprehension amongst Muslim minority groups and
impacted detrimentally on levels of trust in the police. Ameen’s personal recollections
flesh this point out, demonstrating that negative encounters with the police can engender
troubling ontological effects, promoting feelings of discomfort, guilt and anxiety.
Although the scale and composition of the sample negates the possibility of generalizing
the findings, statistics published since 9/11 have consistently shown that British Asians
are disproportionately subjected to stop and search powers in comparison to White
British individuals (Atwhal, 2005; Frost, 2008: 554). In principle, stop and search pow-
ers permitted under Section 60 of the 1994 Criminal Justice and Public Order Act allow
police officers to search any person in a designated area if they have suspicion that the
person may be carrying a weapon or if there is evidence that serious violence has or will
take place. In practice, the implementation of Section 60 measures has succeeded in
broadening the spectre of surveillance that hovers over Black and Asian individuals. A
joint inquiry undertaken by criminologists at the London School of Economics and the
Open Society Justice Initiative analysed Ministry of Justice figures for 2008-9 and
reported that Asians were 6.3 times more likely to be stopped than Whites (Townsend,
2010). Unsurprisingly, similar disparities emerge in relation to the deployment of stop
and search legislation introduced under Section 44 of the 2000 Terrorism Act (Verkaik,
2009). Notwithstanding such differential application, the policy of ramping up the use of
stop and search in the years subsequent to the 7/7 bombings does not appear to have
resulted in successful apprehension of individuals involved in terrorism.® Home Office
statistics show that over 100,000 people were stopped and searched under Section 44
counter-terrorism powers in 2009-10 without a single arrest resultantly being made for
terrorism-related offences (Cobain, 2010). Although some participants in the study
acknowledged that the police had a difficult job to do in managing national security, the
majority opined that counter-terrorism measures had unfairly focused on Muslims and
were being applied in an indiscriminate rather than an evidential manner.!? In effect, the
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young people we talked to felt that they were living the everyday consequences of being
socially constructed or ‘made-up’ as risky subjects.

Ageel: Like we’ve all being saying, you have to accept there’s an important role for the
police to protect us all, Muslims and non-Muslims. We all want feel safe, so you
have to accept the police need the tools to do their job.

Qasim: Although I can accept that they have to focus attention on Muslims they can’t
do it in a way that criminalizes us all. You can’t victimize a whole community
for the actions of a few misguided people. There’s no justification for that sort
of discrimination. They’re trying to impose some sort of collective guilt on us
all that will keep us all in check.

Salahuddin: ~ They [the police] have to treat everyone the same, with respect, and that’s the
problem. The new legislation is being used against moderate-thinking Muslims
like us who don’t represent any sort of threat. So how can that be right?

Qasim: And that’s what they’re doing, profiling anyone who fits the Muslim stereotype
and persecuting them. So if you’re Asian-looking, you’ve had it.

We can glimpse in this exchange how, in the eyes of participants, the construction of a
‘suspect population’ renders Muslims risky with recourse to racial, religious and/or eth-
nic traits, rather than on the basis of dubious or questionable behaviour. In this way,
respectful and law-abiding people are put through a process of risk subjectification
through which they become defined as dangerous by virtue of sharing some or other of
the characteristics of the ‘typical’ terrorist. The cultural commentator Sarfraz Manzoor
(2009) puts it more bluntly, ‘anyone who is male and Muslim — and, even worse, happens
to have Pakistani heritage — can get mistaken for a potential terrorist’. The question that
springs from Manzoor’s stark assessment is whether these ‘mistakes’ arise out of system-
atic evidence-based policing, or if they are the consequence of a blanket policy which
specifically targets individuals from suspected populations.

In addition to questions of legitimacy and proportionality, Qasim and Salahuddin’s
comments indicate that the cumulative effects of pre-emptive counter-terrorism legisla-
tion on young Muslims are as disconcerting as the immediate feelings of injustice at being
reprimanded without just cause. Echoing this concern, Vertigans (2010: 32) has observed
that ‘individuals within communities under surveillance consider their values and behav-
iour to be under threat, or even attack, creating feelings of uncertainty, alienation, vulner-
ability, persecution and victimization’. The depth of these feelings amongst Muslim
minority groups and their effects on self-identities, political values and religious beliefs
remain matters for empirical elaboration. Nevertheless, the tangible short-term conse-
quence of pre-emptive securitization around terrorism has been an undoubted deteriora-
tion in the relationship between Muslim communities and the police (see also Lambert,
2008; Thiel, 2009). The young people we spoke to were of the opinion that their experi-
ences were not being taken into account and their views effectively designed out:

Take the Forest Gate thing, intelligence can be faulty. That’s not going to beat terrorism. They
need us, but they won’t work with us or get our opinion to move forwards, they just want to
scare us into submission. No, our views are not reflected ... never will be ... our feelings are
not part of the game you see. (Kahlil)
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As Kahlil implies, mutual cooperation between minority communities and the police can
only be founded on relationships of trust (Spalek, 2010). In acute contrast, the wide-
spread use of stop and search powers as an institutional mechanism for data gathering
and surveillance has been harmful to associations between the police and minority com-
munities. As Ryder (2009) avers:

...however tempting it may be to gather information in this way, it is a flawed strategy. The
figures reveal that only a small percentage of stops glean meaningful information. At the same
time, each unjustified stop exacts a price in good community relations. It creates a cycle of
distrust that makes it even harder to obtain information in the future.

Effective counter-terrorism activities can only be advanced in a context in which they
have cross-community support. If the narratives we were party to are an indication of
more widely held views, it would appear that the police have lost support from sections
of the community they are supposed to serve. Besides eroding relations between Muslim
minority groups and the police in the short term, the anger and resentment produced by
‘early interventions’ and ‘target hardening measures’ have fuelled feelings of injustice
and social marginalization. In this sense the implementation of pre-emptive counter-
terrorism measures may have more severe long-term ramifications, ‘impeding effective
intelligence and contributing to a general drift towards, rather than away from, support
for violent Islamism’ (Thiel, 2009: 2). While the wider consequences of a decade of
securitization remain open to debate, the conviction that pre-emptive counter-terrorism
powers were being unjustly enforced is not limited to participants in the study. The legal-
ity of specific pre-emptive policies has been challenged in the law courts, with the
European Court of Human Rights determining that Section 44 of the Terrorism Act 2000
is unlawful. In its ruling, the court criticized the powers as ‘neither sufficiently circum-
scribed, nor subject to adequate legal safeguards against abuse’ (Travis, 2010). Prior to
the publication of a comprehensive counter-terrorism review by the coalition govern-
ment, the period of detention without charge in Britain has been reversed from 28 to 14
days. Meanwhile, the much maligned system of control orders, aspects of which were
also declared illegal, is to be disbanded and replaced by alternative methods of regulation
(Curtis, 2010).

Checking and Hushing: Practices of Self-surveillance

Thus far we have conveyed the ideational and practical mechanisms through which par-
ticipants found themselves institutionally categorized as dangerous. In this section we
delineate some of the practices of self-surveillance that are invoked by risk subjectifica-
tion. In response to the risky status that had been projected onto them, some participants
had adopted practices of ‘checking’ and ‘hushing’ to demonstrate their ‘safeness’ and/or
to reduce the possibility of experiencing racially motivated victimization. We define
‘checking’ behaviours as those where self-inspection leads to the conscious performance
of self-restraint. Checking behaviours materialized in assorted forms, including the
selective use of dialect, alterations to physical and sartorial displays and the curbing of
outward behaviour in the public sphere.
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At night times especially, if I’'m going anywhere I don’t know, especially if it is late on at night,
I sometimes cover my beard up a bit or maybe take my hat off. Generally I wouldn’t during the
day time, but if I’'m walking in an area I don’t know I may cover up a bit just out of fear of
attack. (Zain)

Just going back to whether people feel comfortable or not wearing the burka, or even just the
hijab. Many of the women I know, among my family and within my circle of friends, are
concerned how people might react to them, some of them are even scared having read about
attacks on women. So I think it has to change how you are in some way. Just the fact we talk
about it means it’s an issue we are all conscious of now. (Sakina)

Zain’s comments regarding the concealment of the beard were echoed by several other
participants, one of whom humorously related his attempts to trim his beard to an ‘accept-
able European Regulation length’. For the women in the study who chose to wear tradi-
tional clothing, scrutiny of their apparel had led to reflection on the ramifications of
displaying outward markers of faith. Episodes such as the former Home Secretary Jack
Straw asserting that the wearing of the veil constituted a ‘visible statement of separation
and difference’ were cited as emblematic of disapproving political attitudes toward Islam
and Muslims (see also Meer et. al., 2010). It should be noted, however, that responses to
stigmatization were not uniform and varied from individual to individual. While many
participants had become inured to monitoring and modifying sartorial styles, others
argued that their choice of clothing was an important statement of identity and an active
marker of resistance:

Yasmin:  It’s a symbol of who we are; a statement of pride almost. Why should we be
ashamed of being Muslims? I’m proud of who I am and I want to show people that.
I like western style clothes, but I also like a lot of traditional dress. So why can’t we
wear what we feel comfortable in? It’s not as though it hurts anyone. I can’t under-

stand why it offends so many people. It is just used as an excuse for deeper
feelings.

Ageel: I agree with you. Nothing will stop me wearing a prayer cap. Even though I wear
western clothes most of the time, I’ll still wear a jubba [robe] to and from the
Mosque. It’s good to show brotherhood and sisterhood.

Yasmin and Agqeel articulate here an unwillingness to adhere to a singular dress code
and a refusal to conform to the demands of those that misinterpreted traditional clothing
as a sign of segregation. Despite signs of defiance, it would be erroneous to claim that
risk subjectification had predominantly invoked confidence in outwardly affirming faith
through symbolic display. In contrast, fear of being attacked, combined with a desire to
shrug off negative labelling, had stimulated the general development of defensive prac-
tices of self- surveillance and protective modes of display.

In addition to the ‘checking’ activities outlined earlier, attendant practices of ‘hush-
ing’ were utilized in order to deflect unwanted attention and to discourage the ascription
of risk. Hushing activities included the moderation of religious viewpoints and the con-
cealment of political perspectives. Demonstrating frustration about the collective attribu-
tion of risk toward Muslims, Taj and Yasmin describe how social stigmatization can
promote self-inspection and subsequent censorship of political views:
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Taj: There are radical elements in all religions, so why persecute us all? Most — nearly
all — Muslims stand against the use of violence, but that’s not to say we don’t under-
stand the reasons why. They’ve succeeded in shutting us up; people are too scared
of the consequences that might happen. All it takes is saying the wrong thing in
front of the wrong person, where it’s taken as encouraging terrorism, then who
knows what might happen and that’s the thing that scares me, not just what might
happen to me but those I care about.

Yasmin:  You’re right; you have to be so careful now ... anything can be understood as glo-
rifying terrorism. Remember what happened to the guy demonstrating against the
blasphemous cartoon, he said the wrong thing and then he’s in prison for suppos-
edly encouraging other people to commit violence. So now there is two types of
free speech, one for Muslims and one for everyone else.

This interchange between Taj and Yasmin aptly describes the process of hushing in which
voices are silenced for fear of retribution and incrimination. What is striking is the extent
to which uncertainty around the boundaries of counter-terrorism law has interrupted their
freedom of speech. In Yasmin’s view there are effectively ‘two types of free speech’,
with the ‘one for Muslims’ disallowing the articulation of personal beliefs and opinions.
As Hina and Anita elaborate, fear of being incriminated for expressing an otherwise
legitimate viewpoint has led to political views being outwardly silenced for fear of fall-
ing foul of the law:

Hina:  You do have to be careful now about what and where you say things in case you get
arrested. Although I don’t think it’s right to do anything that encourages people to
injure someone else, you have to be able to protest against things you don’t agree
with.

Anita:  You’ve got to be careful, just in case. You never know who’s listening to you, in case
they misinterpret what you’re saying. It’s not right, but that’s the way things are now.

One of the central problems with introducing pre-emptive counter-terrorism offences
such as ‘glorification of terrorism’ and ‘indirect encouragement’ is that their inexact
boundaries can lead to confusion. This definitional imprecision has rendered such laws
difficult to categorize and open to interpretation in a court of law (Zedner, 2009: 132).
Over and above the legal complications, one of the social outcomes of oblique counter-
terrorism law has been uncertainty about what is a legitimate political perspective and
what might constitute an incitement to terrorism and result in committing a criminal
offence. In the light of not knowing for sure what was safely sayable, most participants
had made the decision to err on the side of caution and to restrict their views. Both
Rehana and Rabiya imply that such a policy of forced political agnosticism in the public
sphere is at odds with inner feelings and deeply held values:

Rehana:  You can’t talk about what you actually want to talk about in case they think you are
an extremist. You can’t say that you think that they did 9/11 due to Palestine and
Muslim oppression; you can’t say that they did 7/7 because of Iraq.

Rabiya: I think we are restricted when it comes to saying what we think. If you’re Muslim
people don’t let you get away with challenging what this country is doing any
more. If you do, you’re seen as a fanatic.
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These practices of self-censorship extend well beyond what might be considered rou-
tine practices of reflexivity common to patterns of identity building in modern life and
are troubling for at least two reasons. First, checking responses are coerced and restric-
tive in that they are born out of concern about victimization, criminalization and retri-
bution. Second, hushing practices infer that, for some young Muslims, freedom of
speech is being impeded. The conversation between Rehana and Shams succinctly

encapsulates some of the personal dilemmas and frustrations generated by checking
and hushing:

Rehana: It makes me feel like I have to watch what I say and work harder to show I’'m not
like that. I resent that.
Shams: But why should we have to prove we’re alright?

It is this requirement to present an outwardly safe identity that reveals the coercive social
pressures that a pervasive climate of suspicion has engendered. It is disconcerting that
individuals in formally democratic liberal nations are inhibited to articulate legitimate
political perspectives and feel obliged to censor their opinions. Regrettably, practices of
checking and hushing are manifestations of a latent view that both freedom of speech and
protection from persecution were not principles that participants either experienced in
practice, nor felt they could rely on.

Conclusion: A State of Partial Securities?

In this article we have conveyed the reflections of a group of young British Pakistanis
in order to highlight some of the problems that have emerged out of a period of securiti-
zation around counter-terrorism in the UK in the last decade. To maintain analytical
clarity, we have focused on the way in which the institutional construction of risky
groups permits the implementation of otherwise exceptional pre-emptive policies and
encourages acts of self-surveillance on behalf of those rendered risky to deflect stigma
and reduce the probability of victimization. Our discussion has been oriented toward
documenting the micro impacts of macro discourses and processes. However, it should
be pointed out that the unjust treatment detailed here, chiefly around institutional sur-
veillance and the indiscriminate application of terrorism laws, needs to be understood
in the broader context of multiple forms of inequality and exclusion experienced by
British Pakistanis in contemporary Britain (Mythen et al., 2009; Palmer and Kenway,
2007; Peach, 2005; Platt, 2007). Whilst the thoughts and experiences of participants
cannot be generalized, the injustices and objections expressed by participants are by no
means anomalous (Abbas, 2005; Allen, 2010). On the basis of the evidence presented
here, there appears to be a distinct dualism at play around the construction of danger-
ousness that we dub the risk/security contradiction. Made-up as a threat to national
security, participants had developed an assortment of strategies to reject and deflect risk
labelling. Yet the young people we spoke to genuinely felt their own security to be at
risk. At the heart of this contradiction lies a misattribution of risk in which law-abiding
‘safe’ citizens institutionally rendered risky feel themselves to be at risk. The primary
threats identified by the young people we spoke to came not from global terrorist
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networks. Rather, the risks to their security came from more local sources including the
state through excessive legislation, the police via disproportionate surveillance and
target-hardening interventions, and racist members of the public through violence, hos-
tility and verbal abuse. In response to being located in this ambiguous position — at once
defined as ‘risky’ and feeling at risk — ‘checking’ and ‘hushing’ behaviours can be inter-
preted as attempts to deflect the tag of dangerousness and to achieve relative safety in
the light of tangible threats to personal security.

Insofar as neo-liberal states have been bound up in a phase in which they have
encouraged citizens to ‘think security’ (De Lint and Virta, 2004), both the concept of
security and its application remain elastic. It is this very elasticity which enables secu-
rity powers to be extended and, in some instances, distorted. As such, we would suggest
that both the range and the variability of security are crucial issues which are worthy of
further empirical and conceptual exploration. As we have detailed, ‘advances’ in law
around security can serve to open up new human rights cleavages and exacerbate divi-
sions between forms of justice open to distinct citizen groups (see also Nash, 2009).
Rather than a narrow notion of ‘security’ understood as prevention from terrorist attack,
we would advance a critical, expansive notion of security. In the findings presented
here, it becomes clear that the ‘security’ offered by the state to its citizens must be
understood as partial rather than absolute, conditional rather than granted. Unfortunately,
security for some may well come at the expense of the security of ‘others’. It is with
some vindication then that we can refer to the configuration of a state of partial securi-
ties in contemporary Britain, both in terms of characterizing governance and in terms of
describing the outcomes of state policy for suspect(ed) groups. For the fortunate ‘us’
that match the profile of the ‘safe identity’, security is granted. For ‘them’, the ‘others’
whose identities are designated as risky, the possibility of safety and protection dimin-
ishes. Recast in this way, the state’s historical promise of universal security appears now
to be laid on shifting sands. As the National Security Strategy Report (2010) explicitly
states: ‘to protect the security and freedom of many, the state sometimes has to encroach
on the liberties of a few: those who threaten us’. The findings of this study reveal three
significant problems with such a partial approach to security. First, in the context of
counter-terrorism, ‘those that threaten us’ are not a readily distinguishable group, as the
cases of Forest Gate and Stockwell graphically illustrate. Second, the moral basis of
policing comes under question when ‘those that threaten us’ are discursively imagined
and operationally transformed from a scattered minority of individuals to a concen-
trated ‘suspect population’. In this article we have elucidated the channels through
which negative labels are attached and discussed some of the experiential consequences
of social stigma for suspect(ed) individuals. We maintain that the idea that a prolifera-
tion of pre-emptive security measures might render ‘us’ safe is misguided, so long as
‘us’ acts as a coda for the White majority and is exclusive rather than inclusive. Third,
when, by the state’s own definition, the ‘us’ — those that uphold their social rights and
responsibilities and behave lawfully — are classified as suspect on the basis of racial and
ethnic characteristics and erroneously categorized as ‘them’, we might ask what ‘secu-
rity’ and ‘justice’ have come to mean in the modern age. For the young people that we
listened to these questions are not theoretical or academic. Rather, they have tangible
consequences and effects.
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Notes

1. The fifth man, Lindsay Jamal, was a naturalized Briton born in Jamaica.

2. Figures from the last census indicated that there were 1.6 Muslims living in Britain, 42 per
cent of whom were Pakistani, 16 per cent Bangladeshi and 8 per cent Indian (Peach, 2005).
British Pakistani populations are principally concentrated in and around urban centres in the
North-West, the West Midlands and West Yorkshire (Thiel, 2009: 20).

3. See ‘How new bill will change the rules of the game’, The Guardian, 16 February 2006.

4. See ‘Tony Blair’s speech to Sedgefield Constituency’, The Guardian, 5 March 2004.

5. It should be noted that debates about ‘new terrorism’ in academic and intelligence circles
predate the 9/11 attacks.

6. In this article we draw exclusively on data extracted from focus groups as opposed to in-depth
interviews. The names of all participants in the study have been altered to ensure anonymity.

7. Tony Blair’s proposal in 2005 to extend the period of detention without charge from 14 to 90
days was eventually defeated in the House of Commons and reduced to a 28-day detention
limit.

8. Inthe Forest Gate incident over 200 police officers were involved in the arrests of Mohammed
Abdul Kahar and his brother Abul Koyair. Mohammed Abdul Kahar was shot in the shoul-
der during the raid. Both men were released without charge after a week of questioning. No
charges were made against the police after the operation was found to be based on faulty
intelligence and the shooting was judged by the IPCC to have been ‘an accident’.

9. Police officers in England and Wales deployed powers under the Terrorism Act (2000) to
search 124,687 people in 2007-8, up from 41,924 in 2006-7. Just 1 per cent of these searches
resulted in arrests, none for terrorist-related offences (see Verkaik, 2009).

10. To cite one example, using funds from the counter-terrorism budget, the British government
funded a sizeable surveillance programme in Birmingham in the predominantly Muslim sub-
urbs of Washwood Heath and Sparkbrook, installing over 200 CCTV cameras, many of which
were hidden from public view.

References

Abbas T (2005) Muslim Britain: Communities under Pressure. London: Zed.

Allen C (2010) Islamophobia. London: Ashgate.

Allen C and Nielsen J (2002) Summary Report on Islamophobia in the EU after 11 September
2001. Vienna: European Monitoring Centre.

Amoore L and De Goede M (2008) Risk and the War on Terror. London: Routledge.

Atwhal H (2005) Government’s Anti-Terror Briefing Does Not Add Up. London: Institute of Race
Relations.

Cameron D (2011) Prime Minister’s speech at Munich Security Conference. The Guardian, 5 February.

Chalk P (2004) Confronting the Enemy Within: Security Intelligence, the Police and Counter-
Terrorism in Four Democracies. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

Cobain I (2010) No terror arrests in 100,000 police counter-terror searches, figures show. The
Guardian, 28 October.

Curtis P (2010) Labour accuses coalition of shambolic counter-terrorism review. The Guardian,
23 January.

De Lint W and Virta S (2004) Security and ambiguity: Towards a radical security politics. Theoretical
Criminology 8(4): 465-89.

This content downloaded from 139.184.14.159 on Sat, 15 Jul 2017 16:15:06 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



Mythen et al. 397

Evans J (2007) Intelligence, Counter-terrorism and Trust. London: Security Service.

Frost D (2008) Islamophobia: Examining causal links between the state and race hate from below.
International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy 28(11/12): 546—60.

Hussain Y and Bagguley P (2005) Citizenship, ethnicity and identity: British Pakistanis after the
2001 riots. Sociology 39(3): 407-25.

Jackson R (2005) Writing the War on Terrorism: Language, Politics and Counterterrorism.
Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Lambert R (2008) Ignoring the lessons of the past. Criminal Justice Matters 73(1): 22-3.

Laquer W (2000) The New Terrorism: Fanaticism and the Arms of Mass Destruction. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Lesser I, Hoffmann B, Arquilla J, Ronfeldt D, Zanini M and Jenkins B (eds) (2002) Countering the
New Terrorism. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

McCulloch J and Pickering S (2009) Pre-crime and counter-terrorism. British Journal of Criminology
49(5): 628-45.

Manzoor S (2009) How to tell I'm not a terrorist. The Guardian, 25 April.

Meer N, Dwyer C and Modood T (2010) Embodying nationhood? Conceptions of British national
identity, citizenship and gender in the veil affair. The Sociological Review 58(1): 84—111.

Metropolitan Police Service (2009) Stop and Search Monitoring Report. London: MPS.

Mirza M (2007) Being Muslim is not a barrier to being British. The Guardian, 7 February.

Modood T (2002) British Muslims: Within and between Islam and the West. Global Dialogue 4(2).

Moore K, Mason P and Lewis J (2008) Media Images of Islam in the UK. Cardiff: Cardiff School
of Journalism, Media and Cultural Studies.

Mythen G (2011) The pre-emptive mode of risk regulation: Terrorism, security and law. In:
De Lint W and Bajc V (eds) Security and Everyday Life. New York: Routledge.

Mythen G and Walklate S (2008) Terrorism, risk and international security: The perils of asking
what if? Special Edition: Risk, Security and Technologies of the Political. Security Dialogue
39(2/3): 221-42.

Mythen G and Walklate S (2010a) Agency, reflexivity and risk: Which citizen? British Journal of
Sociology 61: 47-65.

Mythen G and Walklate S (2010b) Pre-crime, regulation, and counter-terrorism: Interrogating
anticipatory risk. Criminal Justice Matters 81(1): 34-6.

Mythen G, Walklate S and Khan F (2009) ‘I'm a Muslim, but I’'m not a terrorist’: Risk, victim-
ization and the negotiation of risky identities. British Journal of Criminology 49(6): 736-54.

Nash K (2009) Between citizenship and human rights. Sociology 43(6): 1063-83.

National Security Strategy (2010) A Strong Britain in an Age of Uncertainty. London: HMSO.

Neumann P (2009) Old and New Terrorism. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Palmer G and Kenway P (2007) Poverty Rates among Ethnic Groups in Britain. London: Joseph
Rowntree Foundation.

Pantazis C and Pemberton S (2009) From the old to the new suspect community: Examining the
impacts of recent counter-terrorist legislation. British Journal of Criminology 49: 646—66.
Peach C (2005) Muslims in the 2001 Census of England and Wales: Gender and economic disad-

vantage. Ethnic and Racial Studies 29(1): 629-55.

Platt L (2007) Poverty and Ethnicity in the UK. York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Poole E and Richardson J (2006) Muslims and the News Media. London: 1.B. Tauris.

Poynting S and Mason V (2007) The resistible rise of Islamophobia: Anti-Muslim racism in the
UK and Australia before 11 September 2001. Journal of Sociology 43(1): 61-86.

Ramji H (2007) Dynamics of religion and gender amongst young British Muslims. Sociology
41(6): 1171-89.

Ryder M (2009) The police need to stop and think about stop and search. The Guardian, 3 May.

This content downloaded from 139.184.14.159 on Sat, 15 Jul 2017 16:15:06 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



398 Sociology 47(2)

Saeed A (2007) Media, racism and Islamophobia: The representation of Islam and Muslims in the
media. Sociology Compass 1(2): 443-62.

Salter M (2008) Risk and imagination in the War on Terror. In: Amoore L and De Goede M (eds)
Risk and the War on Terror. London: Routledge.

Spalek B (2010) Community policing, trust and Muslim communities in relation to ‘new terror-
ism’. Politics and Policy 38(4): 789-815.

Spencer A (2010) The Tabloid Terrorist: The Predicative Construction of New Terrorism in the
Media. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Thiel D (2009) Policing Terrorism: A Review of the Evidence. London: Police Foundation.

Townsend M (2010) Black people are 26 times more likely than Whites to face stop and search.
The Observer, 20 October.

Travis A (2010) Stop and search powers illegal, European Court rules. The Guardian, 12 January.

United States Government (2004) 9/11 Commission Report. Washington, DC: National Commis-
sion on Terrorist Attacks upon the United States.

Valverde M (2011) Questions of security: A framework for research. Theoretical Criminology
15(1): 3-22.

Verkaik R (2009) Muslims hit by trebling in stop and search. The Independent, 1 May.

Vertigans S (2010) British Muslims and the UK government’s ‘war on terror’ within: Evidence
of a clash of civilizations or emergent de-civilizing processes? British Journal of Sociology
61(1): 26-44.

Whitaker B (2002) Islam and the Media. London: Central London Mosque.

Zedner L (2008) Terrorism, the ticking bomb and criminal justice values. Criminal Justice Matters
73(1): 18-19.

Zedner L (2009) Security. London: Routledge.

Author biographies

Gabe Mythen is Reader in Sociology in the Department of Sociology, Social Policy and
Criminology at the University of Liverpool.

SandraWalklate is Eleanor Rathbone Chair in Sociology in the Department of Sociology,
Social Policy and Criminology at the University of Liverpool.

Fatima Khan is a PhD candidate in the Department of Sociology, Social Policy and
Criminology at the University of Liverpool.

Date submitted April 2011
Date accepted February 2012

This content downloaded from 139.184.14.159 on Sat, 15 Jul 2017 16:15:06 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



	Contents
	p. [383]
	p. 384
	p. 385
	p. 386
	p. 387
	p. 388
	p. 389
	p. 390
	p. 391
	p. 392
	p. 393
	p. 394
	p. 395
	p. 396
	p. 397
	p. 398

	Issue Table of Contents
	Sociology, Vol. 47, No. 2 (April 2013) pp. 219-420
	Front Matter
	A New Model of Social Class? Findings from the BBC's Great British Class Survey Experiment [pp. 219-250]
	Media and Class-making: What Lessons Are Learnt When a Celebrity Chav Dies? [pp. 251-266]
	The Social Construction of Competition for Graduate Jobs: A Comparison between Great Britain and the Netherlands [pp. 267-283]
	Individual Choice and Risk: The Case of Higher Education [pp. 284-300]
	'With a Heavy Heart': Ethics, Emotions and Rationality in Norwegian Immigration Administration [pp. 301-317]
	'They're Gonna Think it Now': Narratives of Shame in the Sexual Health Experiences of Young People [pp. 318-332]
	Changing Organizational Space: Green? Or Lean and Mean? [pp. 333-349]
	Sports Clubs' Volunteers: Bonding in or Bridging out? [pp. 350-367]
	Describing Description (and Keeping Causality): The Case of Academic Articles on Food and Eating [pp. 368-382]
	'Why Should We Have to Prove We're Alright?': Counter-terrorism, Risk and Partial Securities [pp. 383-398]
	Book Review Symposium
	Review: untitled [pp. 399-406]

	Book Review Essay
	Appearance Stratification and Identity: Fashion as the Clearest Example of What Sociology is All About [pp. 407-412]

	Book Reviews
	Review: untitled [pp. 413-414]
	Review: untitled [pp. 414-416]
	Review: untitled [pp. 416-417]
	Review: untitled [pp. 417-419]

	Books for Review [pp. 420-420]
	Back Matter



